Letter to the Editor

Humectants in tobacco products on the US Market
EDITORS !The recent publication in this Journal by Rainey and co-workers [Quantitative Analysis of Humectants in Tobacco Products Using Gas Chromatography (GC) with Simultaneous Mass Spectrometry (MSD) and Flame Ionization Detection (FID), Beitr. Tabakforsch. Int. 25 (2013) [576] [577] [578] [579] [580] [581] [582] [583] [584] [585] raises serious questions about the sampling, analyses, and reporting of results on commercial products currently on sale in a given country or region. Many articles that have appeared in this Journal over the years have dealt with experimental products and materials. While such products and materials may have been very similar to those in commerce, they were not identified as commercial samples. They may have been one-of-a-kind samples designed to show a specific phenomenon. Thus, it would be impractical to ask that the authors use representative samples and only use well-established test methods to characterize experimental materials. The situation is different with an article that presents analytical data on a product taken from the marketplace. Unless the authors are privy (through employment by the manufacturer, for example) to the formulas and/or specifications for such products, any analytical data reported are suspect unless the authors have taken special precautions. These special precautions include but are not limited to making sure that they have representative samples of the particular brandstyles under study, the analytical methods are really applicable to the brand-styles collected, and the data are presented accurately. Based on the information presented in the article, it appears that Dr. Rainey and her team fell short of reasonable expectations for an article describing the analyses of commercial products, especially when one of the coauthors is associated with a regulatory and taxation authority (US Alcohol and Tobacco Tax and Trade Bureau, aka TTB) that is not a disinterested party to the publication of the research. The three deficiencies in the research presented were:
1. There appears to have been no effort to obtain a representative sample of each brand style tested. -Sampling (2011) . If the authors were not able to adhere to these standards in their entireties, then they should have made reasonable efforts to source products from several distinct geographical locations. This should not have been a problem since some of the authors were based in Indianapolis, IN, and the others were based in Beltsville, MD. The authors statement, "Three rollyour-own (RYO), thirteen cigar, eleven cigarette, ten moist snuff, and seven hookah tobacco products were purchased from tobacconists in Laurel, Maryland," shows that they appear to have ignored good sampling practices. 2. The analyses of commercial products by a regulatory agency could lead to the analytical techniques used becoming de facto governmentally-mandated methods. This, in itself, would not necessarily be bad, if the techniques used by the regulatory were more effective and efficient than those used by others. However, the chromatography conditions used by Rainey and her team were worse than those used and published by others. One should not need gas chromatography -mass spectrometry (GC-MS) to determine tobacco humectants when GC with a Megabore column did the job way back in 1987 (see Figure 1 , which was taken from FRANK and LIN, Tob. Chem. Res. Conf., 1987, 41, p. 36, abstr. 47 , also see http://legacy.library.ucsf. edu/tid/zwj19j00). Figure 1 shows baseline separation between triethylene glycol and glycerin in the spiked extract of a tobacco matrix. The chromatogram generated in 1987 with 1987 instrumentation and columns showed faster and better chromatography than the authors obtained in 2013.
Clearly, the authors erred when they stated in the sentence of their summary, "Utilizing MSD greatly improves the reliability of quantitative results because compensation for inadequate chromatographic resolution can be accomplished with mass selectivity in detection." This error needs to be corrected since the use of the MSD needlessly drives up the cost of doing the determinations. All need to remember that the TTB has issued test methods for the analyses of tobacco products (http://www.ttb.gov/ssd/methods_tobacco.shtml). Is the methodology described by the authors now a de facto TTB method? 3. The analytical results shown in the authors' 
